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Abstract 
The socio-economic impact of structural changes that have affected Romania since 1989 is still being felt. The test of 
crossing towards market economy still wishes to be passed, although, economic legislation and public administration were 
harmonized to European model. Strengthening private property through restitution of approximately 95.6% hectares of 
agricultural land between 1991 and 2005 was the key moment in this process of transition. Since then, the image of the 
Romanian agriculture and rural areas experienced important changes, individual farms enjoying a numerical domination 
and determining a new structure of the rural economy. Given the problems rural Romania is facing, as well as the objectives 
of the next stage of EU financial programming 2013-2020, and, in addition, Europe 2020, a clear and coherent situation of 
rural Romania’s situation is required. Rural Romania has an important share, totalling around half of the total population 
and most of the land. The economic and social results of these areas are far behind those obtained in other regions of the 
EU, but they shall be aligned. The discrepancies are large, but ought to be recovered.  
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1. Introduction
We can say that private ownership of land exploitation, after 1990, determined metamorphosis at the level 
of production, marketing, processing, technological structures etc (Ignat, R., 2009).  Therefore, the process of 
integration the Romanian agriculture within the European Union, the Romanian farmer should produce for the 
market (Petrescu, I.E., 2011). In addition, the challenges of the financial crisis of 2009-2010, had strong effects 
upon food system (Ion, R. A, Stoian, M., 2011), and the Romanian farmer is now in a vicious circle (Ignat, R., 
2011). But there is potential at least for the wine chain (Ladaru, RG, Freshman, D., 2011), which is so typical 
for rural Romania. And more. It can be highlighted by using information systems (Pătărlăgeanu, R., 2008) or 
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by other strategic options for Romanian agriculture (Voicu, R., Dobre I., Bran, M., Stefan, M., 2009).  This 
paper defines rural Romania as a concept using OECD methodology.     
2. Why rural Romania?
Romania consists of 42 counties according to NUTS 3 and of eight regions according to NUTS 2. The 
counties fulfil administrative responsibilities, while the developing regions have no legal personality and do not 
encounter accountabilities. According to NUTS 5, there are 319 towns (of which 103 municipalities and 216 
urban centres) and 2851 communes in Romania. 
Table 1 General administrative characteristics of Romania  
No Indicator Value 
1 Number of communes 2861* 
2 Number of villages   12965* 
3 Rural population 8989000 (47,2% of total) 
4 Number of households  3.171.064  
Source: România în cifre 2011; Date provizorii Recensământul general agricol; * at 1st July, 2010, according to România în 
cifre 2011; ** Provisional data from Recensământul general agricol 
Rural Romania covers 87.1 per cent of the entire habitat and accommodates 44.9 per cent of the total 
population (National Institute of Statistics), meaning 9,63 million people in 2010. The communes are territorial 
administrative organizations with executive responsibilities which often consist of several villages placed 
within a narrow area. As such, as could be seen in Table 1, there are 2851 communes and 12965 villages in 
Romania. In what concerns the situation at the European level, the European Commission, based on OECD 
studies and proposals, has elaborated a methodology of territorial division into rural and intermediate regions, 
such as predominantly rural areas and predominantly urban regions (Figure 1). 
Source: Indicators in the rural development report 2011, accessed la http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-
development/2011/indicators_en.pdf, accessed on5th January, 2013 
Fig 1 Rural regions destination in EU 
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Given these criteria and the results obtained throughout the whole territory of the European Union, it can be 
demonstrated just how important rural areas are for Romania: it suffices to think that almost half of Romania’s 
population lays in rural areas, which may let one think that half of the country is predominantly rural.  
Table 2 The importance of rural region, according to population and territory 
Territory Population 
Country % PR % IR % PU % PR % IR % PU 
Belgium 33,8 31,8 34,4 8,6 23,8 67,5 
Bulgaria 53,6 45,1 1,2 38,8 44,9 16,3 
Czech Republic 48,3 37,1 14,6 33,2 43,4 23,4 
Denmark 71,8 27,0 1,2 42,8 36,0 21,3 
Germany 39,8 48,4 11,8 17,4 40,0 42,6 
Estonia 82,3 17,7 48,2 51,8 
Ireland 98,7 1,3 72,6 27,4 
Greece 82,2 12,1 5,6 43,0 10,5 46,5 
Spain 46,1 39,5 14,4 13,2 38,3 48,5 
France 64,6 27,3 8,1 28,7 35,7 35,6 
Italy 45,5 42,3 12,3 20,5 44,0 35,5 
Cyprus 100,0 100,0 
Latvia 62,8 21,1 16,1 38,2 13,4 48,4 
Lithuania 65,0 19,9 15,0 43,5 31,3 25,3 
Luxembourg 100,0 100,0 
Hungary 66,3 33,1 0,6 47,3 35,7 17,0 
Malta 100,0 100,0 
Netherlands 2,2 51,5 46,3 0,7 28,2 71,2 
Austria 72,2 18,9 8,8 39,3 26,5 34,2 
Poland 55,6 34,5 9,9 37,9 33,8 28,3 
Portugal 84,1 8,7 7,3 36,2 15,2 48,5 
Romania 59,3 39,9 0,8 45,8 43,8 10,4 
Slovenia 61,0 39,0 43,2 56,8 
Slovakia 59,0 36,8 4,2 50,4 38,3 11,4 
Finland 83,3 14,6 2,1 43,0 30,7 26,3 
Sweden 52,6 45,8 1,6 22,5 56,1 21,3 
United Kingdom 27,4 47,0 25,6 2,9 25,9 71,2 
EU-27 56,6 34,3 9,2 23,6 35,5 40,9 
EU-15 56,0 33,9 10,1 19,2 34,6 46,2 
EU-12 58,4 35,3 6,3 40,7 38,6 20,7 
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Source: Indicators in the rural development report 2011, accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-
development/2011/indicators_en.pdf, 5th of January 2013 
In the ranking of EU member states Romania ranks mid-table, close to the EU average in terms of 
territoriality. However, in terms of rural population, Romania ranks fifth, with nearly twice as big a value as the 
EU-27 average. Such values insinuate that local authorities should show special signs of consideration for rural 
areas. 
3. Social aspects that are specific to rural Romania, comparing UE
While the first CAP Pillar involves direct subsidies to agriculture, and the second one supports an integrated 
development of rural economy and also finding solutions for environmental protection, we can say that 
Romanian agriculture will provide not only production of goods, but also environmental protection functions 
and the provision of decent living conditions for villagers in order to improve quality of life. 
Over the last years, thanks to the EU integration and with the help of the dedicated structural funds for 
agriculture and rural development, the national rural economy has changed its aspect: macroeconomic indicator 
values have been improved, and rural comunities aim at leading these positive changes further on. Howbeit, 
rural Romania still faces a large number of problems, even if many policies have tried to resolve them (Ignat, 
R, 2009): 
- Lack of infrastructure in several important areas, such as roads, railways, public service management, 
water and sanitation sewerage, modern telecommunications; most of them are not adapted to the existing socio-
economic requirements; 
- Weak entrepreneurial spirit; 
- Accessing unbalanced in space and time pre-accession funds and structural, resulting socio-cultural 
discrepancies can hardly be flattened; 
- An important sector of subsistence and semi-subsistence agricultural farms; 
- A poor endowment of agricultural farms with specific equipment and machinery; 
- High share of self-consumption, especially in individual farms; 
- Important differences between the subsistence and semi-subsistence farms and those farms that produce 
for sale, both in terms of numbers and achieved economic results; 
- Instability of young farmers in rural areas. 
The main feature of rural Romania is its population. The economic decline of large state enterprises in the 
1990’s has led to a massive migration of the urban population towards rural areas. It also imposed an 
orientation towards involvement in agriculture. The population affected by these changes has bet on inherited 
or returned land. This has resulted in a high percentage of the population employed in agriculture.  
The professional training of the agricultural population is provided by a network of high schools, vocational 
schools, and colleges with tradition in the teaching of farming and forestry. However, after 1998, the number of 
agriculture-based schools declined amid an increase in the number of educational institutions in forestry and 
veterinary. 
Table 3 Population by age, in year 2009, at NUTS 3  
Population 
% 0-14 years % 15-64 years % 65+ years 
Rural Romania 16,0 68,5 15,6 
UE-27 15,6 66,5 17,9 
UE-15 15,6 64,8 19,6 
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UE-12 15,6 69,5 14,9 
Source: Indicators in the rural development report 2011, accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-
development/2011/indicators_en.pdf, 5th of January 2013 
Regarding the age structure of the population, rural Romania is on the trend met in EU rural areas, with age 
differences being insignificant. This could be supported by the large share of the Romanian population in the 
total population of the European Union. 
However, the age structure of the population demonstrates the work ability of the population, on the 
assumption that a significant share of the population aged 25-65 shows a greater ability to work. Note that the 
working age group holds the largest share in the total population, while the age groups at the beginning and at 
the end of intervals are balanced, achieving a normal demographic flux. 
Table 4 Occupancy structure (% occupation/sector), in year 2008, at NUTS 3 (%) 
Primarily Sector Secondary Sector Third Sector 
Rural Romania 38,1 29,3 32,6 
UE-27 13,6 29,1 57,3 
UE-15 8,7 27,3 63,9 
UE-12 22,7 32,4 45,0 
Source: Indicators in the rural development report 2011, accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-
development/2011/indicators_en.pdf, 5th of January 2013
As the grounds for the 2014-2020 funding period are set, the issues of employment and unemployment 
require particular attention. The employed population within rural areas in Romania is considerably 
outnumbered by EU averages. Rural employment could be stimulated as a natural consequence of encouraging 
entrepreneurial activities. 
Table 5 Employment rate, year 2010 at NUTS 3 




Source: Indicators in the rural development report 2011, accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-
development/2011/indicators_en.pdf, 5th of January 2013 
The employment rate in rural Romania (calculated as the share of people employed out of the total 
population of the same age group; year 2010 data) is 7.2 per cent lower than the EU-27 average. In rural 
Romania’s case, the low employment rate may be due to poor occupational diversification, weak manifestation 
of entrepreneurship and a high dependence on agricultural activities. 
Problems in rural Romania’s employment are not few. The professional orientation of people in this area 
suffers of the dependence on agriculture, and the lack of attraction of rural areas. While changing profession is 
acknowledged as hard cheese for any human being, it is supposed to be even more difficult for conservative 
inhabitants of rural areas. 
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Fig 2 The structure of employed persons in rural areas, in year 2009  
Agriculture can be considered an occupation as is stated by the Code of Occupations in Romania, although 
it is not necessarily a paid activity. In this respect, the structure of employment in rural areas in 2009 shows a 
25.1 per cent share of unpaid family workers. Self-employed workers are shown separately, with their 
considerable weight, of 36.1 per cent. 
The problem of profession - occupation balance in rural areas problem arises naturally. Most rural residents 
are turning to farming, following the tradition of this occupation. This tradition sets its mark by the example 
that each family member gives. At the same time, it should be noted that agriculture is an activity for which 
rural inhabitants do not consider they need additional training, family-held expertise being perceived as 
enough. Last but not least, people are often guided by inertia. The decision to work in agriculture can be 
substantiated by their wish neither to finance extra effort, time and energy, nor by preparing another profession 
which may ensure another occupation. 
Table 6 Data regarding employment in rural Romania, year 2010  
Indicator Value 
Employed population in agriculture, forestry and fishing 2780000* (30,1%) 
The average number of employees in agriculture, forestry and fishing 110000* 
Net average nominal monthly wage in agriculture, forestry and fishing 1047 lei/employee* 
Source: România în cifre 2011; provisional data  Recensământul general agricol; * at 1st of July 2010, according  România în cifre 2011; 
** provisional data  Recensământul general agricol 
In 2011, compared to 2010, the distribution of employment by sectors of the national economy shows a 
slight reduction in the number of people employed in agriculture (-6.0 per cent) and in industry and 
construction (-0.6 per cent), while a growth of employment in the services sector (+2.2 per cent) (INS, 2013). 
The share of employment in agriculture, forestry and fisheries is considerable: 30.1 per cent of total 
employment. The information should be correlated with the small number of employees in this area which is 26 
times smaller. This highlights the stated above: a large share of rural occupations held by agriculture and the 
absence of wage income in this area. 
Table 7 Unemployment rate, as percentage of active population, year 2009, at NUTS 3 
Rural Romania 7,2 
UE-27 9,0 
UE-15 8,9 
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UE-12 9,3 
Source: Indicators in the rural development report 2011, accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-
development/2011/indicators_en.pdf, 5th of January 2013 
Unemployment rate as a percentage of the active population of rural Romania is lower than the EU average. 
However, we should consider the problem of seasonal employment in agriculture and long-term 
unemployment. To what extent are these two situations altered data is an issue discussed under the Europe 
2020 strategy for rural Romania. 
4. Economic aspects that are specific to rural Romania, comparing UE
Rural Romania is not considered this mode only based on the criterion of population. Rural Romania has 
contribution to GDP, throughout the contribution of agriculture and not only, and an important contribution to 
creating GVA. The differences between rural and urban areas and their contribution to these two indicators are 
very large. 
Table 8 Indicators for economic development, at NUTS 3 
Economic development Changes in economic development 
PIB (pcs) / capita   Evolution of PIB (pcs)/ capita 
(EU27=100) - "2007" - NUTS 3 (EU-27=100) "2001" to "2007" - NUTS 3 
Country (1) PR (2) IR (3) PU MS value (1) PR (2) IR (3) PU MS value 
Romania 31 42 97 42 9 15 38 14 
EU-27 73 91 124 24500 pps 2 0 -1 0 
EU-15 91 102 128 111 -2 -3 -4 -3 
EU-12 41 52 94 56 7 10 22 11 
Note: "2007 is about average of years  2006, 2007, 2008 
Note: "2001 is about average of years  2000, 2001, 2002 
Source: Indicators in the rural development report 2011, accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-
development/2011/indicators_en.pdf, 5th of January 2013 
The differences between the values of these specific indicators at the level of rural Romania and the EU are 
more important. Typical values of rural Romania are two to three times lower than the EU-27 or EU-15. True, 
these results are typical not only for rural Romania, but for Romania in general.  
The situation is identical in terms of purchasing power indicators in GDP/ capita in intermediate and 
predominantly urban areas. 
Table 9 Economy’s structure, GVA contribution, year 2008, at NUTS 3 




















Romania 13,0 36,5 50,5 7,5 41,9 50,6 0,3 32,3 67,3 
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EU-27 4,5 30,8 64,7 2,3 29,7 68,0 0,6 21,9 77,5 
EU-15 3,9 29,8 66,3 2,2 29,1 68,8 0,6 21,7 77,7 
EU-12 8,3 37,2 54,4 4,0 36,1 60,0 0,8 26,0 73,2 
Source: Indicators in the rural development report 2011, accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-
development/2011/indicators_en.pdf, 5th of January 2013 
This situation demonstrates a poor rural economy and a real need to boost occupational diversification and 
entrepreneurial event. At the same time, rural Romania's contribution to the formation GVA is considerable. 
5. Conclusions
Romania represents a generous rural Romania. There are important differences in social and economic 
development between urban and rural areas. These were generated by the specific elements, by the restrictions 
that the population has experienced in recent years, by various public policies over the time for both rural and 
urban territories.  
The needs of rural Romania are of special kind. The lack of rural Romania's attractiveness is felt in several 
sizes and has long-term effects: instability of youth in rural areas, lack of job offers, lack of entrepreneurial 
training, the bureaucracy of accessing and managing funds. 
Rural Romania is, however, part of the European Union. Residents of these areas must be competitive as 
any other Europeans. The economic results in these areas are far behind those obtained in other regions of the 
EU. The discrepancies are large, but should be outlined through long-term actions.  
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